CONCLUSION
Yet, while there is a trend toward a two-party regime,
seldom is there a simple antithesis of two parties. Regional-
ism in all these countries and nationalism in two of them
exert a disintegrating influence within the large party, and
in periods of special tension result in the breaking away of
dissident fragments, large or small according to circumstances.
The dual party regime rests on an uneasy equilibrium, and
is beset with difficulties. But the perennial threat to its
security is not without value in that it makes party leaders
specially sensitive to minority attitudes and interests.
Notable in Dominion governments is the comprehensive
responsibility of the executive in the plenitude of its powers.
The same group of men are accountable for the foreign policy
of the state, for its financial management, for its adminis-
trative efficiency, and for its domestic peace. Unlike the
members of the presidential cabinet in Washington, they
can act promptly in the spheres both of administration and
legislation. Responsibility does not break into fragments.
The rule of cabinet unanimity, which with exceptions is
respected throughout the Commonwealth, requires that re-
sponsible leaders must not be saying and doing contradictory
things. It demands coherent policies and coherent adminis-
tration, not merely because of an intrinsic virtue in coherence,
but because it gives parliament and the country a better
opportunity to judge the merits of the existing government.
Government is a whole and has to be assessed as a whole,
and those who possess political power cannot evade political
responsibility. The advance of industrialism and the ever
widening range of collectivism have not altered this central
fact in the parliamentary system; they have reinforced it.
Increasingly the state is less concerned with private rights
than with public interest. But such changes only make the
role of the parliamentary executive more crucial and enhance
its responsibility.
A significant feature of the system is its success in placing
men in power who from experience have developed a facility
in judging the currents of public sentiment. Democracy has
been defined as the rule of the politician, and its quality is
determined by the type of politician. But that statement